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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The Final Office Action filed on June 29, 2007 has been withdrawn. 

Status of Claims 

2. Claims 1-23 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-5, 8-16 and 19-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Arnold (US 2004/0243692, referred to as Arnold), and further in view 
of Biebesheimer, (USPN 2002/0107843, referred to as Biebesheimer). 

The applicant's invention is referred to as Fawcett. 

As to Claim 1, 14, 22, 23, 

Arnold discloses a method of identifying at least one exceptional managed 
system amongst a set of comparable managed systems, each managed system 
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(Arnold, U 0001 : managed computer system and storage systems) having a number of 
system configuration attributes, the method comprising: 

selecting a set of managed systems; (Arnold, U 0022: storage-using application, 
storage infrastructure) selecting a set of parameterizations relating to the managed 
systems; (Arnold, U 0044: group of constraints.) 

(The applicant discloses (Fawcett, U 0017) that parameterization is a constraint .) 
determining a pattern (not further defined; reads on e.g., Arnold, U 0044: usage 
patterns; EN: As is evident by the applicant's own admission, a pattern reads on e.g., 
a model or a set of rules see Fawcett: U 0018) for each of the parameterizations based 
on the system configuration attributes; (not further defined: reads on e.g., Arnold, U 
0023: configuration information; TT 0007: autonomically allocating an reallocating 
storage) comparing substantially each of the managed systems to substantially each of 
the patterns; (Arnold, U 0045: comparing allocation request, 0049 checked against the 
attributes) and isolating (not further defined: reads on e.g., identifying computer systems 
and/or components of a computer system or network in the process of setting up a 
quality of service/QOS connection Arnold, U 0045. Computer components are isolated 
when guaranteeing a QOS connection because after a QOS connection is set up and 
guaranteed, the computer system/network manger cannot allow data sent by the client 
to travel on just any part of the network or through just any node in the network. 
Therefore, during call set up the network administrator/manger isolates which nodes in 
a network can be used in order to guarantee the QOS for the client.) 



Application/Control Number: Page 4 

10/822,066 

Art Unit: 2129 

Reading the claim in light of the specification, "isolation" reads on "identifying" 
(see e.g., Fawcett p4 lines 4-10). Also, isolating a managed system is inherent 
because comparing an incoming allocation request with the available attributes and 
matching the request, results in so called "isolating" a system based on the comparison 
of a managed system based on the comparing (Arnold, U 0045: associating an 
allocation request); 

Although it can be argued that Arnold discloses machine learning in the sense 
that Arnold clearly discloses machine learning in the sense that policies and rules (0025 
or 0038) are used and machines (e.g., computer systems) learn which nodes in a 
network, Arnold fails to particularly call for patterns being determined by a "supervised" 
machine learning algorithm. 

However, Biebesheimer teaches determining patterns by a supervised machine learning 
algorithm (Biebesheimer, U 0015: supervised machine learning). Arnold and 
Biebesheimer are from the same field of endeavor, resource selection and 
classification. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
modified Arnold's resource allocation with supervised machine learning, for the benefit 
of classifying based on relevance to the user. 

As to Claim 2, 

Arnold modified by Beibesheimer, discloses the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
managed systems are computer systems. (Arnold, U 001) 
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As to Claim 3, 

Arnold modified by Beibesheimer, discloses the method of claim 2, wherein the system 
configuration attributes include at least one of the following: 
operating system patches; (Arnold, U 0022: operating systems) 
active processes; 

installed application software programs; 

memory configuration; (Arnold, U 0022: local memory) and 

peripheral devices. (Arnold, U 0022: disk drives) 

As to Claim 4, 15, 

Arnold modified by Beibesheimer, discloses a method of claim 1 , wherein selecting of 
the set of managed systems includes classification of the systems in accordance with a 
system attribute. (Arnold, U 0026: service class comprising availability, space 
requirements). 

As to Claim 5, 16, 

Arnold modified by Beibesheimer, discloses a method according to claim 1, further 
comprising allocating a resource to any system that has been isolated. (Arnold, 
abstract: allocation of storage resources). 



As to Claim 8, 
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Arnold modified by Beibesheimer, discloses a method according to claim 1, further 
comprising assigning a priority value to an isolated system (Beibesheimer, If 0073: 
specify resource priorities). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have modified Arnold's 
resource allocation with specific resource priorities for the benefit of selecting, 
sequencing and weighting the parameters (Beibesheimer, If 0073). 

As to Claim 9, 19, 

Arnold modified by Beibesheimer, discloses a method according to claim 8, further 
comprising compiling a list of isolated systems (Arnold, If 0052: analyzing capabilities 
of the computer storage system and forming analysis results; also, Arnold, U 0052: 
measurement and analysis component, Fig 1) and ordering the isolated systems in 
accordance with their priority values (Beibesheimer, If 0073: specify resource 
priorities). 

EN: The rationale for modifying the base reference follows the same line of reasoning 
as discussed in claim 8. 

As to Claim 10, 

Arnold modified by Beibesheimer, discloses a method according to claim 8, further 
comprising allocating a resource (Arnold, If 0052: associating an allocation request) in 
accordance with priority values (Beibesheimer, If 0073: specify resource priorities). 
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EN: The rationale for modifying the base reference follows the same line of reasoning 
as discussed in claim 8. 

As to Claim 11, 20, 

Arnold modified by Beibesheimer, discloses a method according to claim 1, wherein the 
supervised machine-learning algorithm (Biebesheimer, 1J0015: supervised machine 
learning; EN: See claim 1 for reasons to combine) is a rule learning algorithm. (Arnold, 
U 0044: usage patterns; EN: As is evident by the applicant's own admission, a pattern 
is a model or a set of rules (Fawcett, U 0018). Therefore, a rule-learning algorithm is 
inherent in Arnold's disclosure because he uses usage patterns to model his system 
and a pattern is a set of rules). 

EN: The rationale for modifying the base reference with supervised machine learning 
follows the same line of reasoning as discussed in claim 1 . 

As to Claim 12, 

Arnold modified by Beibesheimer, discloses a method according to claim 1, further 
comprising annotating an isolated system with a measure (Arnold, U 0017: 
measurement and analysis for possible reallocation and Fig. 6) indicative of the results 
of the comparing, wherein the measure is based on at least one of the following: 
an extent of deviation from a pattern; (Arnold, U 0044: quality-of-service) 
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a degree of support for a pattern; (Arnold, If 0044: quality-of-service) 

a confidence level of a pattern; (Arnold, If 0044: quality-of-service) 

an assessment of the significance of a pattern (Arnold, If 0044: quality-of-service for 

certain usage patterns); or 

a cumulative number of patterns from which the system deviates. (Arnold, If 0044: 
quality-of-service) 

To a person with ordinary skills in the art, a method indicative of the extent of deviation, 
degree of support, confidence level, assessment of the significance of a pattern and/or 
the cumulative number of patterns from which the system deviates are all inherently a 
part of quality-of-service because by definition, a quality-of-service is a measure or 
assessment of a system or model. 

As to Claim 13, 

Arnold modified by Beibesheimer, discloses s a method according to claim 12, further 
comprising compiling a list of isolated systems ordered in accordance with said 
measures. (Arnold, If 0017: measurement and analysis for possible reallocation; If 
0044: quality-of-service.) 

The art of compiling a list of systems that are ordered based on priority in accordance to 
the quality of service measures is well known in the art, because priority and ordering 
are methods of sorting which are primitive algorithms found in any text book on data 
structures, ex Introduction to algorithms by Cormen, Leiserson et al. 
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As to Claim 21, 

Arnold modified by Biebesheimer, discloses a system according to claim 14, further 
comprising an annotation component that annotates the isolated systems with a 
measure (Arnold, U 0017: measurement and analysis for possible reallocation and Fig. 
6) that indicates the extent to which each isolated system deviates from the patterns. 
(Arnold, U 0044: quality-of-service) 

It is noted that the annotation component is inherent because by definition, a quality-of- 
service is a measure or assessment of a system or model which implies a system 
indicative of the extent of deviation from the usage pattern. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 6-7 and 17-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Arnold (US 2004/0243692, referred to as Arnold) and Biebesheimer, (USPN 
2002/0107843, referred to as Biebesheimer) and further in view of Hines (USPN 
2003/0028825, referred to as Hines). 



As to Claim 6, 17, 
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Arnold modified by Beibesheimer, do not explicitly disclose a method according to claim 
1 , wherein the set of parameterizations includes at least one parameterization relating 
to operating system patches. 

However, Hines teaches the set of parameterizations including at least one 
parameterization relating to operating system patches (Hines, U 0079: operating 
system, patch and other information). 

Arnold, Beibesheimer and Hines are from the same filed of endeavor, computer system 
analysis. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have combined 
Arnold modified by Beibesheimer's resource allocation with operating system patches, 
for the benefit of being able to choose analysis parameters specific to operating system 
patches (Hines, H 0049). 

As to Claim 7, 18, 

Arnold modified by Beibesheimer, does not disclose a method according to claim 5, 
wherein the set of parameterizations includes at least one parameterization relating to 
operating patches and the step of allocating a resource to the system includes an 
analysis of whether at least one operating patch should be installed or removed from a 
system. 

However, Hines teaches parameterization relating to operating patches (Hines, U 0079: 
operating system, patch and other information) and the step of allocating a resource to 
the system includes an analysis of whether at least one operating patch should be 
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installed or removed from a system. (Arnold, U 0022: the step of specifying constraints; 
operating system services). 

EN: The rationale for modifying the base reference with operating system patches 
follow the same line of reasoning as claim 6 and 17 and have been omitted for brevity. 



Examinations Considerations 

7. Examiner's Notes (EN) are provided with the cited references to prior art to assist 
the applicant to better understand the nature of the prior art, application of such prior art 
and, as appropriate, to further indicate other prior art that maybe applied in other office 
actions. Such comments are entirely consistent with the intent and spirit of compact 
prosecution. However, and unless otherwise stated, the Examiner's Notes are not prior 
art but a link to prior art that one of ordinary skill in the art would find inherently 
appropriate. 

8. Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers (or paragraphs) in the 
references applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. Although 
the specified citations are representative of the teachings of the art and are applied to 
specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures may apply as 
well. It is respectfully requested from the Applicant in preparing responses, to fully 
consider the references in their entirety as potentially teaching all or part of the claimed 



Application/Control Number: Page 12 

10/822,066 

Art Unit: 2129 

invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art or disclosed 
by the Examiner. The entire reference is considered to provide disclosure relating to 
the claimed invention. 

Conclusion 

9. Claims 1-23 are rejected. 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

a. Underwood, USPN 660123, cited for business components framework. 
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for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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